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COMMENTS OF
Harold Crumpton, Commissioner

In its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (hereinafter “NPRM”) adopted and released April
19, 1996, the Federal Communications Commission (“the FCC”) seeks comments regarding its
mandate to establish new procedures to implement the interconnection provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“the 1996 Act”). My distinguished colleagues on the Missouri
Public Service Commission (“the MoPSC”) submitted comments regarding some of the issues
raised in the NPRM. 1 also believe additional comments are warranted.

The issue before the FCC is one of implementing a rational, coordinated, interconnected,
national telecommunications system that ensures a seamless and transparent information exchange
at prices that promote universal availability. The compplexity of this issue is compounded by
the influence of the competing telecommunications companies in the regulatory and legislative
processes in the one federal, and fifty state jurisdictions.

The goal of all fifty-one jurisdictions is probably the same. Lack of coordination of a



rational plan will probably be the result if the fifty state jurisdictions do not quickly resolve
differences and move forward together. While I reject the tone and tenor of the comments of my
colleagues in Missouri, I endorse their more thoughtful and conciliatory conclusions.

The FCC’s reading of section 251(d)(1) is correct; however, section 251(d)(1) has limits
placed on FCC actions in regard to implementation. The FCC has the responsibility to establish
or adopt national rules governing the incumbent local exchange carriers (“LEC”), competitive
LECs, and other competing carriers under sections 251 and 252 with regard to interconnection,
unbundling and call termination. Along with that is the responsibility to establish broad national
pricing standards for those functions. Those broad standards should include some form of
separations to the various jurisdictions; however, the FCC is not required to provide for
separations. The FCC is justified in its conclusions because the ultimate goal is a deregulated
telecommunications marketplace where regulators are replaced by market forces wherever
possible. The FCC should create the transition. State regulators have to prepare for a new role
as arbiter, mediator and negotiator with respect to market prices.

It is apparent that the FCC will need a great deal of assistance in implementing the 1996
Act, even after it adopts whatever rules the 1996 Act requires initially. According to 47 U.S.C.
section 410: Joint boards and commissions, the FCC may refer any matter to a joint board except
as provided in 47 U.S.C. section 409. In lieu of the proposed rules, I recommend that the FCC
create a “joint board” on policy and standards (“PSB”) for the purpose of identifying the issues
best left to each jurisdiction. Where the jurisdiction is national, the PSB should be given the task
of recommending generally acceptable positions for FCC consideration.

A PSB should be composed of state and federal regulators; consumers and industry

representatives should be made a part of a PSB working committee. The industry representatives



should consist of--

* one large interexchange carrier (“IXC”),

* one small IXC,

* one competitive access provider, and

* one private pay phone provider.

The PSB would use the methods and procedures used by FCC joint boards. A proposed
resolution of the issues should be submitted to the FCC for final approval. Expenses of PSB
members should be borne by their sponsoring organizations. The PSB must have a strict deadline
for reaching a decision and disbanding. Note, that such a joint board would require the full

support and participation of the Chair of the FCC in order to succeed.

Respectfully submitted,
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